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Resear ch and Special Prograns Administration
U.S. Departnent of Transportation

400 Seventh Street, s.w.

Washi ngton, D.c. 20590

Subject: Gas Gatheri n% Line Definition [Docket No. Pps-122,
Notice 1] - Proposed Rule

Dear Sir:
In response to your notice published in the Federal Register
(56 FR 48505) of Septenber 25, 1991, United Gas Pi pe Line Conpany

(UGPL) Wi shes to provide the foll ow ng comments concerning the
referenced proposed rule.

UGPL nmust once again take the position it has espoused on this
subject--RSPA has failed to denonstrate that any safety problem
exists requiring this action. Further, rspa has failed to show any
pi peline safety benefit to be gained by this rul emaking. The
present definition of gathering lines has proven to be one wel
understood and clear cut in defining which pipelines are gathering
| nes. The purpose of the pipeline safety regulations are to
establish nininum standards for pipeline safety. This rule to
change the definition of gathering |ines does not in any way
inprove or increase the level of safety of these pipelines.

The problem described in the background information in this
NPRM has nothing to do with safety, but rather with the refusal of
the state agencies or regional office inspectors to accept the
present definition which has served very well for over 20 years.
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Gathering lines in rural areas present no safety problem

Gathering lines in populated areas nust be designed, installed,

tested, operated and maintained under 49 cFR 192 and are under DOT
jurisdiction. It should also be noted that the Act (49 USC Appx.
1671(3)) permts the Secretary to define "any simlar popul ated
area"™ as non-rural if a need exists to protect public safety.

In devel oping its proposed definition, ucPL believes that rRspa
shoul d have stayed substantially closer to the definition proposed
by INeAA and the Anerican Petrol eum Institute. That definition
represented an industry consensus and was nore oriented to
functionality. It was, therefore, nore readily identifiable wth
proper safety concerns of rspa. W could find nothing related to
enhancing the safe installation and operation of pipelines in the
"SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION" t 0 support devi ating as significantly
as rspa did fromthat proposed definition and to bring into the
definition the aspect of FERc regulatory jurisdiction, which does
not seemto have any relevance to safety.

We have a significant nunber of mles of pipeline that are
classified as gathering lines under DOT and transm ssion pipelines
under the rFErc. If these pipelines are excluded by this NPRM,
these pipelines will have to be reclassified as transmssion |ines
under DOT. There is no reason that these pipelines should be
excluded from remaining classified as gathering |ines under DOT.
The function of the definition of gathering |ines under FERC and
DOT, serves two entirely different purposes.

The classifications made by the FErc are not just nade
regarding function, but with regard to rate inpact and inpact on
competition. Currently the Comm ssion has taken the position that
lines owned by interstate pipelines are all jurisdictional sinply
because they are owned by interstate conpanies. The 10th Crcuit
(Nort hwest Pipeline Corporation v. Federal Energy Regul atory
Conmi ssion, 905 F.2d 1403 (10 cir. 1990)) has remanded this
reasoning to FErRc, and to date, FERc has not responded. On the



ot her hand, the 8sth Circuit (Northern Natural Gas Conpany v. FERC,
943 F.2d 1219 (8th cir. 1991)) has uphel d FERC rate-nmaking
authority over gathering |ines because of the effect of unregul ated
rates on the "open access" policy of the Commission. It is obvious
that functional classification for safety purposes under the Act is
not the same test the FERc uses for rate purposes. Therefore, UGPL
recommends that the exclusion for FErRc jurisdictional pipelines in
proposed §192.3(4) (iii) be del et ed.

Under the Inpact Assessment of the NPRM, RSPA states that "If
there are any pipelines that are re-classified as transm ssion
pi pel i nes, ' onl subject operati
maj nt enance requirements and RSPA Wil | assist the pipeline operator
| N overcoming any probl ems encountered in conplying with those
regul ations" (underline added for enphasis). The fundament al
requirenent in the operating requirements of a pipeline is the
establ i shment of the maxi num all owabl e operating pressure (MAOP).
In order to do this, 49 cFR 192.619 under Subpart L - Operations
nust be used which states, ™(a) Except as provided in paragraph (c)
of this section, no person may operate a segnent of steel or

plastic pipeline at a pressure that exceeds the |owest of the
fol | ow ng:

(1) The design pressure of the weakest elenment in the
segnent, determned in accordance with sSubvarts C and D

of the part." (underline added for enphasis)

To establish the maop of gathering pipelines reclassified as
transmission lines, the Maop will have to be established. The only
mechanismto do this is to neet the requirenents in Subpart L -
Operations (§192.619), which requires the weakest elenent be
identified in accordance with Subpart C - Design and Subpart D -
Design of Pipeline Conponents, unless RSPA wites rules for a
"grandf at her clause" such as the one now contained in §192.619(c).
In reality, although rspa says that the gathering pipelines

reclassified as transmssion lines would only be required to neet



operations and nai ntenance rules, the establishment of Maop woul d
involve using design regulatory requirenents. Under [ npact
Assessnent of this NPRM the statenent ".. .RSPA wWill assist the
pi peline operators in overcom ng any problens encountered in
conplying with those regulation@is not understood unless RSPA
plans to include provisions in the final rule that will address
t heses probl ems or provide a specific "grandfather" excl usi on.

Al'l gathering lines that will be required to be reclassified
as transmssion lines as a result of the new gathering |ine
definition proposed in the NprRM Wi || be subjected to the conversion
to service provisions as contained in §192.14. The conversion to
service wll require that all affected pipelines nust be
hydrostatically tested in accordance with Subpart J to substantiate
the MAaop permtted by Subpart L, as stated above, reference Subpart
c - Design and Subpart D - Design of Pipeline Conponents. This
again raises the question on how the maop W ll| be established
because §192.619 in Subpart L nust be applied. The cost estinates
in these cooments will assune that the mMaop can be established by
the hydrostatic tests when the conversion to service (§192.14) isS
applied to those pipelines that will have to be reclassified from
gathering lines to transmssion lines as a result of this NPRM.

Extensive conversion to service under §192.14 is anticipated
due to two significant provisions in the proposed definition. They
are (1) the exclusion fromthe definition of gathering line any
pipeline facility subject to FERc jurisdiction under the Natura
CGas Act discussed above and (2) the gathering pipeline end point
determ nation. Wth respect to the second provision of concern
the end point of a gathering line would be (1) the inlet of a gas

processing plant. If there is no gas processing plant, the
gathering line end point would be (2) the point of custody
transfer, or (3) commingling in the production field. If this

wording prevails to a final rule, the predom nate end point of
gathering lines will be the "custody transfer" which will normally



be at, or near, the wellhead in the absence of a gas processing
pl ant.

Al'so there are no provisions concerning the dynamcs of these
configurations. Wul d the end point vary with changes upstream
and/or downstream of it (i.e., new gathering lines tied in,
movenent of processing plants, neters, etc.)? |If so, lines would
have to be constantly nonitored for changes which woul d cause
reclassification.

To put the problemcreated by these two provisions in
perspective, we wll address the three specific questions posed at
the bottom of the mddle colum of page 48509.

Question 1

How many mles of pipelines currently classified as gathering |ines
woul d have to be reclassified as transmssion |ines?

Answer:  Approximately 1,000 mles.

Question 2

Have these pipelines been subject of dispute between the pipeline
operator and state or federal enforcement?

Answer : We are unaware of any disputes with federal or state
pi peline enforcenent representatives over this definition

Question 3

RSPA also seeks coments on any costs associated wth
reclassification?

Answer : Estimated capital costs of over $21 mllion and annual
operating and naintenance costs of $540,000.

The API/INGAA proposed definition provides four very clear options
by pl aci ng "or" between each option and would result in mninal



cost inpact to the industry--the professed goal of this rul emaking
That recomended definition, as previously presented to RSPA, IS as
foll ows:

Gathering Line means one or nore segnents of pipeline
usual Iy interconnected to forma network, the prinary
function of which is to transport gas from one or nore
production facilities to:

(a) the inlet of a gas processing plant (excluding
straddl e plants),
OR
(b) iIf no gas processing plant is |ocated
downstream the nost downstream of:

(1) the point of custody transfer of gas
to a line which transports gas to a
distribution center or a line within
such a distribution center, a gas
storage facility, or an industrial
CoNnsumer :

OR

(2) the point of last commngling or gas
froma single field or separate
geographically proximate fields:

OR

(3) the outlet of a conpressor station
downstream of the point of |ast
comm ngling described in (b)(2)if
conpression is required for the gas
to be introduced into another
pi pel i ne.

(underline added for enphasis)



| f rspA does not accept this industry devel oped clear

functi onal
fol | ow ng:

and

definition, then at a mninmum RSPA nmust do the

Add a new paragraph to §192.14 to wai ve the
application of §192.14(a)(4) to gathering
| i nes being converted to transm ssion as a
result of this proposed rule. Inplementation
of the new rules should treat any conversions
the way the Act treated pipelines installed
prior to Novenber 1970 for establishing a
maxi mum al | owabl e operation pressure (MAOP).

Specifically, uepL recommends that the maop be
established for gathering lines converted to
transm ssion |lines under the rules established
in Docket No. ps-122 as:

The hi ghest act ual operating
pressure to which the segnent was
subjected during the five years
preceding (the effective date of the
rule) unless the segnent was tested
in accor dance with paragraph
§192.619(a) (2) or the segnment was
uprated in accordance wth Subpart K
of Part 192.

Del et e proposed §192.3(4) (iii) pertaining to
FERC jurisdictional pipelines.

Provide a definition for @processing plant?

Revi se the sequence for determning the end
poi nt by reversing paragraphs (2) and (3).




Clearly, Rrspa's proposed definition has strayed far fromits
intended purpose and would result in significant cost inpact to our
industry with no resulting safety benefits. UGPL strongly
recommends that RSPA closely reevaluate its position and give
serious consideration to the comrents provided by uvepL, INGAA and
ot her individual pipeline operators.

V& appreciate being given this opportunity to provide comments
on this very inportant rulenmaking.

sincereizz//’
¢ o
t

Wayne F .Germain
Sr. Pilﬁaline Safety Analyst _
Heal th, Safety & Environnental Conpliance

WFS/wfs




